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A. D. Martin, Sec. M. B. & T. Society, 
Scottdale, Pa. 


Dear Brother:—Greeting. Am pleased 
to say that I have read I. J. Rosenberger’s 
Exegesis on the subject of Marriage and Di- 
vorce, and can heartily endorse the stand he 
takes, believing the same to be in perfect 
harmony with the Scriptures. Trust the 
booklet may have a wide circulation, and 
prove to be an eye-opener to all who may 
have been somewhat loose on the marriage 
question. 

Yours for the Truth, 


Freeport, Il. J. S. Shoemaker. 


I have read the little book on Divorce 
and Remarriage written by Eld. I. J. Rosen- 
berger of Covington, O. The feature of the 
book which impressed me most was its 
thorough Gospel truths, presented in such 
simple yet forcible language that any one 
may read it with profit. Every one interest- 
ed in the sanctity of the marriage vow and 
the home ought to read this book or another 
one like it. 


Versailles, Mo. Daniel Kauffman. 
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How beautiful are the feet of them that preach the gospel of 
peace and bring glad tidings of good things!—Rom. to: 15. 

THE growing looseness of the marriage bond is a pain- 
ful spectacle to witness, affecting the peace of individuals, 
of families and of the church. One of the first steps to ruin, 
of “the nations that forgot God,” was a disregard of the 
marriage vow. The record shows that the civilized and re- 
ligious world, with all its growth in Christian work, its mis- 
sions and missionaries, is, notwithstanding all these, tres- 
passing on this God-forbidden ground. 

A Chicago daily recently entitled one of its articles, 
“THE RecorD BROKEN.” Beneath this significant title was 
this statement: “Six divorces granted by the court in fifty- 
seven minutes.” 

The Westville Indicator, published at Laporte, Indiana, 
has this item in its issue of September, 1898: “There are 
204 cases on the Circuit Court docket, . . . . of the 
civil cases, thirty are for divorce. . . . . This is prob- 
ably the largest number of divorce cases that has ever been 


. on file at one time in this court: and it certainly shows an 


alarming state of affairs.” 
From The Dayton (Ohio) Weekly Press, March, 1899, we 
quote the following: 


DIVORCE MILL IN FULL BLAST, 


“Think of it! One hundred and fifteen divorce suits docketed for 
the March term of court in Dayton. . . . . The only way to check 
divorce is legally to hedge the marital privilege. In many States the 
marriage laws are so loose that the relation is recognized without insist- 
ing on the record of the legal ceremony. All the guilty couple have to 
do, to avoid prosecution for living in fornication, is to proclaim them- 
selves man and wife. This recognition is deemed a measure of social 
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policy, for the sake of protecting heirs, and to avoid bringing disgrace 
upon the innocent offspring. . . . . There should be imposed upon 
those contemplating marriage the severest kind of restrictions. The 
gravity of that relation is becoming less generally regarded, and the 
ceremony is turned into a farce by the leniency of the divorce courts. 
Nearly every case of divorce proves that, in that particular instance, a 
foolish blunder was committed at the nuptial altar. There are too 
many marriages celebrated by young fools, who have not made evena 
mental effort to realize beforehand the solemn responsibility they are in- 
curring.” 


At the sitting of a certain court, I have the statement 
that their records showed thirteen applications for marriage 
and sixteen for divorce. A citizen of Illinois, a well-read 
man, gave me the statement that his State granted over one 
thousand divorces in 1898. Dr. Pasteur, of France, said: 
“In Paris alone are 300,000 syphilitics, living and mingling 
with the masses. Only 100,000 had national provision made 
for their treatment. In twenty-five years France will not 
only be a nation of prostitution, but a nation reeking with 
the rottenness of debauchery; all the result of this utter 
looseness in their marriage relation; sadly affecting the fam- 
ily, the church and the nation.” 


“Among no Christian or civilized people at this day do we find 
divorces sought and obtained to such an extent as in New England; and 
in only three instances in the history of nations do we find such a break- 
ing up of the family by these means,’—Dr. Allen in North American 
Review, June, 1880. 

“The safeguard of our nation are its homes. Take these away, or 
destroy the sanctity that surrounds their influence, and you have struck 
a blow from which she can never recover, To one conversant with the 
rapid increase of divorces in our country during the past ten years there 
seems to be foundation for the gravest fears that we will ultimately 
come toa moral condition where the sanctity of those ties will be for- 
gotten, and then good-by to our greatness as a race ora nation, Asan 
example of the enormous proportions to which that legalized form of 
social disease has grown, the total number of divorces in the United 
States for 1889 was 23,000. At the present rate of increase of divorces a 
statistician estimates that in the year 2000 over half of our marriages 
will end in divorce; and a due regard for facts will call for a change in 
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our marriage ceremony, so that it will read, ‘till the divorce court or 
death do us part.'” 

“The New Testament reason for divorce laws among the Jews was 
the ‘hardness of the people's hearts.’ Verily the people’s hearts must 
be turning to stone, or more likely to gold. It is time that the people 
wake up to this threatening evil. Already the word divorce has become 
a byword in our newspapers, instead of a thing to be loathed—as it 
should be—and our country may well beware, lest the gibe be true here 
which was spoken in Rome shortly before its fall, when they said: ‘The 
women count their years by the number of husbands they have had.’” 


While the foregoing quotations and statistics set forth 
only a faint picture of the real facts bearing on our subject, 
yet they ought to make on the mind of the reader an im- 
pression approaching a feeling of alarm; or like St. Paul at 
Athens, when he saw the city wholly given over to idolatry, 
“his spirit was stirred within him.” We pause to raise the 
question, in the language of David, “Is there not a cause?” ° 
There are apparently a number of causes, some of which we 
name: 

1. Many children are allowed to go into society too 
young. They are often pushed out ere they have developed 
that essential faculty, caution. 

2. A lack in home training. How many children grow 
up without having been warned of the snares and pitfalls 
that lie before them in life’s journey! All are sure to learn 
life’s lesson; but in learning many of these lessons by ex- 
perience there is danger that seeds of ruin are planted, 
whose tendency to evil will require great care and watchful- 
ness. It is well said, “To be forewarned is to be fore- | 
armed.” 

3. The teaching from the press and pulpit is too tame, 
and often unorthodox. The institution of marriage is not 
held sufficiently sacred; the object being too low and grovel- 
ing. 

We suggest as a remedy for this growing, threatening 
evil: More careful teaching in the home and pulpit, with a 
watchful discipline and more judicious legislation. 
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That the reader may see that the writer is not alone in 
his feeling of the need of reform we quote the following 
well worded sentiment of Dr. Loy, professor of Theology of 
Evangelical Lutheran church, Columbus, Ohio, in Theological 
Magazine, April, 1890. 


“Recent statistics of divorce are painful reading. They plainly 
show that the public conscience in regard to the divorce institution and 
law of marriage is elastic, if not seared. Courts grant them on grounds 
that to thoughtful minds can not but appear trivial; and in but too many 
cases under circumstances that render the injustice to innocent parties 
too palpable for concealment. It is, therefore, no wonder that the sub- 
ject of divorce is engaging the attention not only of ministers of religion, 
but of statesmen who are concerned for the safety and welfare of the 
country.” 


In all codes governing nations, states, and even half- 
civilized tribes, are to be found laws, either written or un- 
written, regulating marriage and divorce. The Spartans 
had a clause in their marriage law which laid a penalty on 
those who did not marry, or if they married too late or mar- 
ried improperly. Nearly all religious societies have deci- 
sions regulating marriage and divorce. The German Baptist 
Brethren church has not been without this question in her 
Conferences. And the long period of her history previous 
to the Civil War carries the spotless record: “Receive none 
into the church living with divorced companions, irrespec- 
tive of the cause of separation.” But strange, since the 
period of our Civil War, which dates the period of the rise 
of schools and literature among us asa church, since that 
period we have been thrown into confusion on this subject. 
Like the people on the sad day of the building of the tower 
of Babel, we don’t seem to understand one another. 


There is an impression that more unanimity and better 
results could have been obtained, if the ruling at our Con- 
ferences had been more indulgent ‘in time for discussion, 
and if our editors had allowed more space in our journal for 
the consideration of this question. Years ago the mode of 
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feetwashing seriously agitated the minds of many in the 
church. Conference wisely allowed an entire day to con- 
- sider the question. The facts calmly drawn out that day 
led to the final settlement of the question. 

The Roman Catholic church allows no divorce. Statis- 
tics show to the honor of that church that in countries where 
they predominate there is only ten per cent of the divorces 
that there are where Protestant rule predominates. Hence 
there is a well-grounded sentiment that this loose ruling on 
the divorce and fornication question is seriously corrupting 
the church. Hence the liberal element should exercise 
great patience toward the conservative element for their 
zeal on this question, for the idea of corrupting and pollut- 
ing the church—Christ’s bride—will be a serious matter to 
meet in that coming day. 

Dear reader, we come to you with a message for the 
church, on the subject of divorce and remarriage; and, as 
seen, we feel that we have no way, no channel left us, to get 
before your thinking minds, save by this special publica- 
tion. In view of the gravity of our subject, we pray for, 
and trust we shall receive, a candid and impartial hearing. 


Isaac J. ROSENBERGER. 
Covington, Ohio. 





An Exegesis on Divorce and Remarriage. 


CHAPTER I. 
Tue Ricut ro Pur Away A COMPANION. 


Yet ye say, Wherefore? Because the Lord hath been witness be- 
tween thee and the wife of thy youth, against whom thou hast dealt 
treacherously: yet is she thy companion, and the wife of thy covenant. 

Therefore take heed to your spirit, and let none deal treacher- 
ously against the wife of his youth.—Mal. 2: 14, 15. 

MarrRiAGE is both a civil and a divine institution. It 
was instituted by God himself in the garden of Eden for the 
happiness of mankind and the perpetuation of his race. 
Man is mentally and morally a social being. Hence God 
saw in the morning of time, that “it was not good for man 
to dwell alone.” Therefore God created for Adam a help- 
meet in the person of Eve, and joined them himself in holy 
matrimony, placing them in their beautiful Eden home. 
Adam upon being presented with his beautiful bridal gift 
speaks the following happy words of welcome: “This is 
now bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh.” 

Christ graced this institution with his presence and his 
first miracle, in turning water into wine at that wedding at 
Cana of Galilee. St. Paul says, ‘Marriage is honorable” 
(Heb. 13:4). ‘‘Forbidding to marry” (1 Tim. 4:3) isa 
“doctrine of devils” (1 Tim. 4:1). There are two leading 
phases to our subject, viz, the right to put away a compan- 
ion, and the right to remarry. All Scriptures bearing on 
our subject relate to one or the other of these phases. We 
will consider the first phase of our subject under 

Proposition I.—A Husband may put away his Wife, or a 
Wife may put away her Husband for the Cause of Fornication. 
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The right to put away a companion has been accorded 
under all covenants. The law for putting a companion 
away, given by Moses, reads thus: “When a man hath taken 
a wife, and married her, and it come to pass that she find no 
favor in his eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness 
in her: then let him write her a bill of divorcement, and give 
it in her hand, and send her out of his house.” Deut. 246. 
Authors are divided as to what the offense was that justified 
them in putting their companions away; but it was a less 
sin than adultery; for they were stoned for that offense. 
See Deuteronomy 22. The language, “because he hath 
found some uncleanness in her,” would imply that putting 
away was for different causes. And this, being governed by 
the circumstance “that she find no favor in his eyes,” makes 
the language still more elastic.’ Hence it is evident that 
the Jews were allowed to put away their companions for 
many causes. Influenced by their lustful and carnal natures 
they soon put away their companions “ for every cause,” for 
“evil men wax worse and worse” (2 Tim. 3:13). Christ ex- 
plains this question in Matthew 19 thus: (1) In the begin- 
ning it was not so: then they were one flesh. (2) Moses 
suffered them to put away their wives, because of the hard- 
ness of their hearts. After Christ explains the permission 
of Moses for putting away a companion by divorce, he then 
gives the New Testament law for putting away, for the 
cause named in our proposition, thus: “Whosoever shall 
put away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, 
causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry 
her that is divorced, committeth adultery.” Matt. 5: 32. 
Again: “Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be 
for fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adul- 
tery: and whoso marrieth her which is put away doth com- 
mit adultery.” Matt.19:9. I presume that the reader con- 
cedes at once that these texts prove my proposition. St. 
Paul comments thus on Christ’s law of putting away: “Let 
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not the wife depart from her husband. But and if she de- 
part, let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her hus- 
band.” 1 Cor. 7:10,11. St. Paul as a peacemaker urges 
companions not to depart. The advice is good. St. Paul 
uses the word “depart,” while Christ uses the phrase “put 
away.” Their meaning is similar. Paul does not name the 
cause of putting away, but Christ does, viz, fornication. 


A provision for putting away a companion in case of 
fornication is an absolute necessity. For, while “he that is 
joined to the Lord is one spirit,” so “he that is joined toa 
harlot is one body,” for, ‘a little leaven leaveneth the whole 
lump.” Hence we are to “ flee fornication.” Fornication 
being so offensive to God, and repulsive to good society, it 
must therefore be put from our homes and from the church. 
St. Paul in First Corinthians 5, in giving the church directions 
in dealing with a fornicator that they had in the church, 
says: ‘“ Deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction 
of the flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of the 
Lord Jesus.” St. Paul in the close of this chapter gives a 
general rule for all time, thus: “If any man that is called 
a brother be a fornicator,” etc., “ put away from among your- 
selves that wicked person.” . But neither “ put away” nor 
“depart” implies divorce. As an illustration, in First Co- 
rinthians 5, by Paul’s instruction, the church had put away 
a wicked person, a fornicator; but in Second Corinthians 
Paul urges his restoration. Hence the putting away, either 
_ in the church or in marriage, is simply a suspension of the 
former social rights of the offender, awaiting satisfactory 
. repentance and reform. 


Christ thus quotes the law of Moses for putting away a 
companion: “It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away 
his wife, let him give her a writing of divorcement.” Matt. 
5:31. This was alaw of permission given by Moses. Christ 
now supplants this Old Testament law with his New Testa- 
ment law for putting away: ‘ But I say unto you, That who- 


' 
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soever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of forni- 
cation, causeth her to commit adultery.” Moses’ law had 
putting away followed with divorce; but Christ’s law pro- 
vides for putting away without divorce. Divorce is not even 
implied. 

The reader will please bear in mind that we are now dis- 
cussing the right to put away, quoting Matthew who wrote 
on this phase of our subject. He also includes the right of 
remarriage, as the Jews followed putting away with divorce, 
and doubtless in these steps they had remarriage in view. 
Hence putting away, properly analyzed, would readily in- 
clude the doctrine of divorce and the right of remarriage. 
But Mark and Luke dwelt on the right of remarriage only. 
To make this distinction plain to the reader, we will place 
side by side the record of Matthew and Mark, as they only 





give the original marriage law with Christ’s comment. 


Matthew 19. 


3 The Pharisees also came unto 
him, tem pting him, and saying un- 
to him, Is it lawful for a man to 
put away his wife for every cause? 

4 And he answered and said 
unto them, Have ye not read, that 
he which made ¢hem at the begin- 
ning made them male and female, 


5 And said, For this cause shall 
a man leave father and mother, 
and shall cleave to his wife: and 
they twain shall be one flesh? 


6 Wherefore they are no more 
twain, but one flesh. What there- 
fore God hath joined together, let 
not man put asunder. 

7 They say unto him, Why did 
Moses as command to give a 
writing of divorcement, and to put 
her away? 


8 He saith unto them, Moses be- 
cause of the hardness of your 
hearts suffered you to put away 

our wives: but from the beginning 
it was not so, 





Mark ro. 


2 And the Pharisees came to 
him, and asked him, Is it lawful 
for a man to put away Azs wife? 
tempting him. 

3 And he answered and said 
unto them, What did Moses com- 
mand you? 


4 And they said, Moses suffered 
to write a bill of divorcement, and 
to put er away. 

5 And Jesus answered and said 
unto them, For the hardness of 
your heart he wrote you this pre- 
cept. 

6 But from the beginning of the 
creation God made them male and 
female. 


7 For this cause shall a man 
leave his father and mother, and 
cleave to his wife; 
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g And I say unto you, Whoso- 
ever shall put away his wife, ex- 
cept z¢ de for fornication, and shall 
. Marry another, committeth adul- 
tery: and whoso marrieth her which 
is put away doth commit adultery. 

10 His disciples say unto him, 
If the case of the man be so with 
his wife, it is not good to marry. 

11 But he said unto them, All 
men cannot receive this saying, 
save ¢hey to whom it is given. 


12 For there are some eunuchs, 
which were so born from (¢heir 
mother’s womb: and there are some 
eunuchs, which were made eunuchs 
of men: and there be eunuchs, 
which have made themselves eu- 
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8 And they twain shall be one 
flesh: so then they are no more 
twain, but one flesh. 

g What therefore God hath 
joined together, let not man put 
asunder. 

1o Andin the house his disciples 
asked him again of the same mat- 
ter. 

11 Andhe saith unto them, Who- 
soever shall put away his wife, 
and marry another, committeth 
adultery against her. 


12 And if a woman shall put 


away her husband, and be married 
to another, she committeth adul- 
tery. 


nuchs for the kingdom of heaven’s 
sake. He that is able to receive 
zt, let him receive z¢, 





These two quotations are common in these respects. 
They both give God’s original marriage law, because it re- 
lates both to putting away and to remarriage. It is appar- 
ent that the matter of the right of remarriage was the ques- 
tion that St. Mark was after; but putting away precedes 
remarriage, and is closely connected. They therefore in- 
troduce their subject by raising the question of putting 
away; not ‘putting away for every cause,” as Matthew has 
it, but simply putting away; putting away being a first step 
to remarriage. That tne subject of Mark is the right of re- 
marriage, becomes conclusive when you notice that when 
the Pharisees were through questioning Christ, then the dis- 
ciples who were listeners, and seemingly equally interested 
in the subject of discourse, not having the information they 
desired, continued the inquiry in verse ten, thus: “And in 
the house his disciples asked him again of this same mat- 
ter.” I ask with emphasis and much concern, What“ same 
matter?” ‘Ne will let Christ’s answer settle this vexed ques- 
tion, as a proper answer never fails to give the subject of 
discourse. Christ’s answer to “his same matter” was, ‘‘ Who- 
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soever shall put away his wife, and shall marry another, 
committeth adultery.” This answer relates to the right of 
remarriage, and clearly shows that it was the right of re- 
marriage that the Pharisees were after, for it is this point © 
that Christ’s answer gives information upon. Hence it is 
plain that Mark’s theme was the right of remarriage. 

Now let us look at Matthew. The question that the 
Pharisees-asked Christ this time was, “Is it lawful for a 
man to put away his wife for every cause?” It is the mat- 
ter of “cause” that the Pharisees are now after, and not that 
of remarriage. The reader can see in the quotation that 
the Pharisees were not satisfied with Christ's explanation in 
verses four to six, for in verse seven they ask: “Why did 
Moses then command to give a writing of divorcement and 
to put her away?” This question makes it as clear as the 
sunbeam that the Pharisees were after the matter of the 
right of putting away, and that Christ’s teaching had set 
aside the kind of putting away that Moses had taught them; 
that is, by divorce. The Pharisees were finally silent. The 
disciples, however, being listeners, were more conciliatory, 
and they take up the subject, not by asking a question, but 
by way of reply or conclusion, as they perfectly understood 
their Savior’s explanation to the Pharisees. Their conclu- 
sion was, “If the case of the man be so with his wife, it is 
not good to marry.” What was the case of the man with 
his wife? I answer, the case that Christ had defined, viz, a 
man had “ put away his wife because of fornication.” And 
Christ had taught them that in marrying another they com- 
mitted adultery. The disciples on hearing this doctrine of 
Christ at once conceded and said, “Not good to marry.” 
And they do not allude to any hint of exception to the doc- 
trine. Hence Christ's teaching in case of a man putting 
away his wife was not to marry. St. Paul emphatically said, 
‘Remain unmarried, or be reconciled.” The disciples said 
in the conclusion of this discourse of Christ, “It is not good 


DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE. 13 


to marry.” Will not the reader join with me in saying that 
in case of a companion being put away, “It is not good to 
marry?” 


I fail to see how the advocates of divorce and remar- 
riage can get any encouragement for their theory out of 
Matthew 19. Will not the reader notice the quotations? 
In verse five Christ recites the original marriage law. In 
verse six he gives his comment and his seal. In verse seven 
the Pharisees ask Christ, “Why then did Moses command 
to give a writing of divorcement, and to put her away?” 
This question plainly shows that the Pharisees understood 
that Christ’s teaching did not allow divorce, and hence for- 
bade remarriage. In verse eight he explains why Moses 
suffered them to put away their wives by divorcement. 
This silenced the quizzing Pharisees, and the disciples sub- 
missively yielded, saying, “It is not good to marry.” Re- 
member, that putting away without divorce and remarriage 
was the object of Christ’s teaching to the Pharisees and his 
disciples; it is the object of my anxious research, and the 
sole object of this exegesis. How strange it is that men 
will take this same paragraph, and conclude contrary to 
what Christ’s disciples concluded, that it is better to marry! 
I point to the conclusion of Christ’s disciples in Matt. 19: 10 
as an argument of weight in proving the facts on this great 
question. A very common construction put upon this text 
by Bible students and commentaries is that the disciples 
were so loth to give up the liberty of divorce, regarding it 
by long usage such an expedient, that when they heard 
Christ’s teaching setting aside all right to divorce they, with 
a feeling of discouragement, concluded it was better not to 
marry atall. Either view of this text, not to marry again, 
or not to marry at all, is a clear defense of the conservative 
view of our subject. 


The Pharisees did injustice to Moses by saying that he 
commanded the writing of a divorcement. Christ corrects 
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them by saying that Moses suffered them to divorce their 
wives. God suffered Israel to have a king. He suffers sin. 
God suffers many things, but they are not by his approval. 
The language implies that there was a lack of Moses’ free 
consent. He yieided to what seemed to be a force of cir- 
cumstances. Be it remembered that Moses was the sole 
author of all the divorce law that ever existed, and then he 
suffered it only because of the hardness of their hearts. 
The fact is that God’s original marriage law forbids it. 
Christ’s comment on that law, with his teaching, clearly sets 
divorce aside. Paul prohibits it by saying that “the woman 
which hath an husband, is bound by the law to her husband 
so long as he liveth.” Christ’s mission was to redeem, 
bring back and restore; which, as seen, includes the mar- 
riage relation. Hence divorce and remarriage stand op- 
posed to one of the fundamental principles of the Gospel. 
Fornication and adultery are not unpardonable sins. It 
was said of backsliding Israel, “She is gone upon every 
high mountain and under every green tree, and there hath 
played the harlot. And I said after she had done all 
these things, Turn thou unto me.” “ Her treacherous sister 
Judah feared not, but went and played the harlot also. And 
yet for all this she has not returned unto me.” Jeremiah 3. 
While these are figures, they would be of no force if the 
literal were not true. Hence as God welcomed the return 
of his fornicating children, so must we have an open heart 
and hand of forgiveness to the same class of our fellow- 
beings, upon their repentance and reform. St. Paul makes 
this matter very plain in the following texts, “Lest 
I shall bewail many . . . which have not repented of 
the uncleanness and fornication and lasciviousness which 
they have committed.” 2 Cor. 12:21. “Be not deceived; 
neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, : 
shall inherit the kingdom of God. And such were some of 
you; but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are 
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justified in the name of our Lord Jesus.” 1 Cor. 6: 9-11. 
These texts clearly show that fornication and adultery are 
not unpardonable sins, and hence it becomes the Christian 
duty of the aggrieved to have an open door of reconcilia- 
tion for the offending party, upon proper fruits of repent- 
ance and reform. It is evident that in the event of the 
marriage of the innocent party all opportunity for reconcil- 
iation and reunion is prevented, in case of the repentance 
and reformation of the offender. Hence practical forgive- 
ness forbids divorce and remarriage. 


We illustrate by the following circumstance: A wife 
and a mother, whom I knew, was unfaithful. She departed, 
but remained unmarried. She also withdrew from the 
church. Long and lonely were the years that passed by, 
but there was no reconciliation between that wife and that 
husband. At length she took sick, and finally realized that 
she was approaching death’s lonely door. The friends at 
her bedside noticed her grief gathering. After repeated 
solicitations by her friends she finally burst forth, and in 
great grief she unbosomed her sorrow. It was all, all due 
to her unreconciled state. Her husband was sent for, and 
with joy she was reconciled to him, to her family and to the 
church. It can be easily seen that the effort to reconcile 
these parties would have been entirely fruitless had either 
party married again; but in harmony with Paul’s teaching 
they remained unmarried, patiently awaiting reconciliation. 
And with joy expressed in tears did that happy hour come. 
God be praised for the reconciling power of his grace! 





CHAPTER II. 
THE RiGuT oF REMARRIAGE. 


Be not deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, 
nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with mankind, . . . shall 
inherit the kingdom of God.—1 Cor. 6: 9. 


WuEN God united Adam and Eve in marriage he gave 
them a law to govern that union; that law reads thus: 
“Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and 
shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh.” 
Gen. 2:24. This law is remarkable for its simplicity and its 
clearness. It may be safely called a moral law. Hence 
Christ quotes it and thus incorporates it in the New Testa- 
ment code. We see in the quotations from Matthew and 
Mark, found in a preceding chapter, that Christ follows this 
law with his comment thus: ‘Wherefore they are no more 
twain, but one flesh.” He then follows with his seal: 
“What therefore God hath joined together, let not man put 
asunder.” The Rev. John Brown, D. D., has published 
“The Illustrated New Testament” with notes. On the text 
just quoted he says: “It can never be lawful to separate 
those whom God by holy matrimony has made one.” This 
law outlines the New Testament doctrine on our subject, 
from which we glean the following basic truths: 

1. Marriage is a moral necessity, hence it is to con- 
tinue. 

2. There was no one to whom either could go, hence 
putting away and divorce were not contemplated. These 
were allowed by Moses because of sin. Putting away is 
allowed by Christ under the Gospel, but is due to sin; hence 
“God hateth putting away.” Malachi 2:16. Following 
putting away are enfeebling and hindering results. The 
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happy “beginning” of which Christ spoke will not be fully 
restored until sin is removed. 

3. Christ, knowing man’s depraved tendency, seals the 
union in marriage with the strong imperative: “ Let not man 
put asunder.’ Wence divorce and dissolution is a violation 
of God’s marriage law. The matter of the subject of this 
chapter will be treated under: 


Proposition II].—Zhe Scriptures Disallow any and all 
Right to Subsequent Marriage while the former Companion is 
Living. 

The facts of this proposition are clearly implied in 
God’s original marriage law already quoted, while Christ’s 
words as direct proof are these: ‘Whosoever shall put 
away his wife, and marry another, committeth adultery 
against her. And if a woman shall put away her husband, 
and be married to another, she committeth adultery.” 
Mark 10:11, 12. Again, ‘“ Whosoever putteth away his wife 
and marrieth another, committeth adultery: and whosoever 
marrieth her that is put away from her husband, committeth 
adultery.” Luke 16:18. These words are strong, clear and 
plain. They need nocomment. I call them the New Tes- 
tament law forbidding all right of remarriage while a former 
companion is living. I am told that elsewhere there is an 
exception to these texts. I reply that “ whosoever,” found 
in each text, means ‘‘any person without exception.’ Hence 
the above texts forbid and exclude any and all right to ex- 
‘ceptions. It is unfortunate to be compelled to reject the 
simple, plain meaning of English words to defend a theory. 
-It is far better to let the theory go. Let us illustrate: 
“Whosoever shall eat this bread and drink this cup of the 
Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of 
the Lord.” Are there any exceptions to this text? Are 
there any circumstances under which a person may eat and 
drink unworthily and not be guilty? TZhere are none. Ti.e 
language of this text implies, it indicates in the clearest 


, 
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possible terms, that there are no exceptions, hence Mark 
and Luke, as quoted, are without exceptions. 

I turn again to the exception claimed, to Mark 10:11 
and Luke 16:18. The reader will doubtless admit that we 
have shown that these texts assert a truth clearly and em- 
phatically; that the language used by Christ in these texts 
precludes any and all right to exceptions. We shall shortly 
see that St. Paul’s language is equally clear and sweeping. 
But we are told that Christ names in Matt. 19: 9 an excep- 
tion to the foregoing texts, in which a remarriage is possi- 
ble, without committing adultery, while a former companion 
is living. To this / affirm, that every advocate of this exception 
theory makes Christ contradict himself. It would seem that St. 
Paul at one place seeks to call out sympathy by saying: 
“For consider him who endured such contradiction of sin- 
ners against himself.” That which we have pointed out is 
a clear contradiction of the truth of Jesus; hence isa sin. 
And as we have seen it is against Christ, St. Paul and the 
Holy Ghost. That to which St. Paul alludes existed a long 
time ago, which to us here looks like the twilight; but to- 
day we are under the full blaze of the meridian sun. It 
looks sad that that state of contradiction against Christ, the 
truth, should exist now, and that in the church! Dear 
reader, is it you that I am confronting? If so, I bid you 
pause; CONSIDER; BEWARE. 

Paul’s comments on Christ’s law quoted are these; 
“For the woman which hath an husband is bound by the 
law to her husband, so long as he liveth; but if the husband 
be dead, she is loosed from the law of her husband. So 
then if, while her husband liveth, she be married to another 
man, she shall be called an adulteress: but if her husband 
be dead, she is free from that law; so that she is no adulter- 
ess, though she be married to another man.” Rom. 7: 2, 3. 
These words are in entire accord with the law as given by 
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Christ. They clearly indicate that the marriage contract is 
for life, leaving no ground for any exceptions. 

The learned John Fulton, D. D., LL. D., in his work 
entitled, “Laws of Marriage,” says of Romans 7:2, “The 
indissolubility of marriage is plainly asserted in this text.” 
Let us paraphrase the foregoing text, with the liberal idea 
that fornication annuls the marriage contract. Thus: ‘The 
woman which hath an husband is bound by the law to her 
husband so long as he liveth” (or does not commit fornica- 
tion), ‘but if the husband be dead” (or commits fornica- 
tion), “she is loosed from the law of her husband. So then 
if, while her husband liveth” (or does not commit fornica- 
tion), ‘‘she be married to another man, she shall be called 
an adulteress; but if her husband be dead” (or commit for- 
nication), ‘she is free from that law; so that she is no adul- 
teress, though she be married to another man.” The para- 
phrased reading says that if the husband commits fornication 
the wife is free from her husband, while Paul says that “if 
the husband be dead she is free.” Reader, which theory 
will you endorse? A second comment to this New Testa- 
ment marriage law is 1 Cor. 7:39, “The wife is bound by 
the law as long as her husband liveth; but if her husband be 
dead, she is at liberty to be married to whom she will; only 
in the Lord.’ Will the reader indulge me in paraphrasing 
this latter text also? “The wife is bound by the law as 
long as her husband liveth” (or does not commit fornica- 
tion), ‘but if her husband be dead” (or commits fornica- 
tion) “she is at liberty to be married to whom she will; 
only in the Lord.” Surely this liberal view, when analyzed, 
makes bad theology. How much better to take the Scrip- 
tures in their plain meaning. Putting ‘a new piece of cloth 
to an old garment” will surely make a rent. I point to the 
foregoing Pauline texts as vivid proof of my proposition. 
As we have said, God’s original marriage law, given to 
Adam, is also proof: ‘Therefore shall a man leave his fa- 
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ther and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and 
they shall be one flesh.” Christ emphasizes this law to the 
Pharisees by saying: “ Wherefore they are no more twain, 
but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined together, let 
-not man put asunder.” Christ says, “ They are one flesh.” 
Will he be reconciled to their separation,—to their being 
two? Christ, knowing the evil tendency of separation, 
therefore fortifies against it with strong legislation, Our 
union in marriage is a type of our union with Christ in the 
church. Of this union it is said, “I will never leave thee, 
nor forsake thee.” If we are equally faithful there will be 
no dissolution. God is the author of our union with Christ, 
also our union in marriage. God can not be reconciled to a 
dissolution of our union with Christ in the church; neither 
can he be reconciled to a dissolution of the marriage vow. 


It is apparent that living with a companion, who has a 
former companion living, is unlawful and offensive to God. 
Egra and Nehemiah called upon those violators in their day 
to put away their strange wives. The record reads thus: 
“And Ezra the priest stood up, and said unto them, Ye 
have transgressed, and have taken strange wives, to increase 
the trespass of Israel. Now therefore make confession 
unto the Lord God of your fathers, and do his pleasure; 
and separate yourselves from the peoplesof the land, and 
' from the strange wives. . . . And they gave their hands 
that they would put away their wives; and being guilty, 
' they offered a ram of the flock for their trespass.” Ezra 
10:10, 11, 19. How much the church to-day needs such re- 
formers as Ezra and Nehemiah. 


The Pharisees came to Christ on the subject of mar- 
riage and divorce, seeking to tempt him. They seemed to 
be disturbed at Christ’s attitude on this question. But his 
disciples were more conciliatory. They at once yielded to 
their Master’s teaching, seemingly by common consent. 
Their record stands thus: “His disciples say unto him, If 
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the case of the man be so with his wife, it is not good to 
marry.” As Christ knew that some of his disciples in com- 
ing generations would not be so yielding, he proceeded to 
explain: “All men cannot receive this saying.’ He then 
follqwed with a finality: “For there are some eunuchs, 
which were so born from their mother’s womb: and there 
are some eunuchs, which were made eunuchs of men: and 
there be eunuchs, which have made themselves eunuchs for 
the kingdom of heaven’s sake. He that is able to receive 
it, let him receive it.” Matt. 19: 12. 


Here are three classes named. It is the last that Christ 
commends; those who have made themselves eunuchs for 
the kingdom of heaven’s sake. For this special effort, this 
sacrifice, they will receive a full reward. St. Paul alludes 
to “circumcision made without hands:” in like manner we 
have eunuchs in the church “ made without hands.” 


The Rev. John Brown, D. D., in his note on this text 
says: “Not literally, but by absolute self-control, which 
marks a man as one fit for the kingdom of heaven.” Mat- 
thew Henry says: ‘Those have made themselves eunuchs 
who have attained a holy indifference to all the delights of 
a married state, have a fixed resolution, in the strength of 
God’s grace, wholly to abstain from them; and by fasting, 
and other instances of mortification, have subdued all de- 
sires toward them. These are they that can receive this 
saying.” 

I met a case recently in which a church acted in line 
with this text; it asked the parties to separate, as they did 
in the days of Ezra, and break up their home; but “ they 
could not receive that saying.’ Hence they chose to live 
together as dutiful servants, and care for each other and 
their home. They “made themselves eunuchs for the king- 
dom of heaven’s sake,” according to Christ’s words in Matt. 
19:12. Remember that that cross, that punishment, that 
suffering, is for the soul, for the kingdom of heaven’s sake. 
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Who will venture to say that that church did not act in 
strict line with the teaching of Christ? If they can not re- 
ceive this saying, then let them accept the other.” Either 
do as they did in the days of Ezra, put away your “strange 
wives” or accept of Matt. 19:11. It may seem severe, but 
remember that “the way of the transgressor is hard.” This 
opens the gospel door to all. 

In fact I know of no law, no teaching in Holy Writ, 
that would justify us in rejecting any penitent who comes 
for admittance into the church. There are always condi- 
tions, and these should be stated. Peter gave the condi- 
tions to the seekers on Pentecost; and Ananias gave them 
to Paul. The conditions of some seekers would be to put 
away their “strange wives” as in the days of Ezra; or live 
eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven’s sake, as Christ taught 
in Matt. 19:12. ‘“ Whosoever will, let him come.” What a 
joyful message! For, 

“There need not one be left behind, 
For God hath bidden all mankind.” 


CHAPTER ite 


Tue NintH VeRsE oF THE NINETEENTH CHAPTER OFA a 
MattrHew ExXpLainep. 


Speak thou the things which become sound doctrine, eae 
Sound speech, that can not be condemned; that he that is of the con- 
trary part may be ashamed, having no evil thing to say of thee.—Titus 
21,8, , 

THE verse contemplated in this chapter reads thus: 
“Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for forni- 
cation, and shall marry another, committeth adultery: and 
whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adul- 
tery.” We have already used this text as proof of the right 
to put.a companion away. This is not held in dispute, but 
it is claimed by our liberal Brethren that this text also 
teaches that fornication annuls the marriage contract, and 
under those circumstances allows the right of remarriage 
while the former companion is living. And this is the only 
text upon which this right is predicated. The phraseology 
of this text is vague. At first casual reading it might seem, 
especially to those so inclined, to allow the innocent party 
to remarry. But the absence of such exceptions in St. 
Mark, St. Luke and St. Paul, and their teaching to the con- 
trary, at once creates anxiety as to the intended use of the . 
exceptional clause in Matthew. We therefore feel to pause 
and investigate its claims. In drawing out the facts of this 
text we notice: 

1. Annulling the marriage contract. The right of re- 
marriage while the former companion is living is claimed 
upon the grounds that fornication annuls the marriage con- 
tract. Taking Matt. 19:9 as the basic text, let us test the 
validity of this claim by an illustration. Let us suppose A 
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and B are husband and wife. A puts B away because of 
fornication. Our liberal Brethren claim that B’s act of for- 
- nication annulled A and B’s marriage contract. They say 
A is free. And he marries C. But Christ gives the warn- 
ing, “Whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit 
adultery.” In this case B is the one that is put away. 
Hence the man that marries B commits adultery; therefore 
B, although divorced, is yet a married woman and A must 
be her husband. Hence, despite of the fornication, divorce 
and remarriage, A and B’s marriage contract remains un- 
broken. Remember that adultery is only committed in 
marriage when one or both parties are married; and as 
adultery is committed in marrying B, therefore B, although 
divorced, is nevertheless a married woman, and A, although 
divorced and remarried, is yet B’s legitimate husband. 
Again; if B, on committing fornication, rendered A free, 
why is not B equally free? If B is bound, to whom is she 
bound? Will the reader answer? Hence it is manifest 
that fornication does zof annul the marriage contract. 

2. “The innocent party.” The distinction that is sought 
to be made between the innocent and the guilty party as to 
their right of remarriage is not well taken. If the innocent 
party is free to marry, it must be on the ground that the 
first marriage is dissolved. A contract in marriage can not 
be dissolved for one and not the other. In the foregoing 
illustration our liberal Brethren call A“ the innocent party” 
and B “the guilty party” because B committed the tres- 
pass. They accord to A the right of divorce and remar- 
riage. Let us look at this claim. In Matt. 5: 32 we see 
that a man who puts away his wife for an unlawful reason 
“causeth her to commit adultery.” In this case the hus- 
band is the guilty and the wife the innocent party. Sup- 
pose this innocent woman marries again. What have we 
then? We have, first, a guilty man putting away his inno- 
cent wife. We have, second, an innocent man marrying an 
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innocent divorced woman. Christ explains the results thus: 
“Whosoever shall marry her that is divorced, committeth 
adultery.” It is plain that they were both innocent up to 
the time of their marriage; but when they married they lost 
their innocency and became guilty before God. I have 
much sympathy usually for the ones called the innocent 
party involved in the marriage relation. They often de- 
serve much sympathy; but it is vain, yea, asin for us to 
allow our sympathy to try to bend the law in applying it in 
their cases. Many of those so-called innocent parties are 
more properly careless parties. 

3. Lhe parenthetical clause. “ Except it be for fornica- 
tion” is a parenthetical clause. An important question is, 
to which does it refer? To the putting away that goes 
before, or the marrying again that follows? Our liberal 
Brethren say it refers to or modifies both. This is bad syn- 
tax and is a violation of the law of language. Webster 
says a parenthesis modifies the leading clause. The lead- 
ing clause here is the putting away that goes before. That 
is the question raised by the Pharisees. It is the subject 
that Christ discussed. It is the question he answered.’ 
Hence the clause, “except it be for fornication,” modifies 
the putting away; it defines and names what a man may put 
away his wife for. This is an intelligent answer to the 
question of the Pharisees. Another law of syntax is, the 
sense is complete with the parenthetical clause omitted. 
Omit this clause in Matt. 19:9, and it reads thus: “Who- 
soever shall put away his wife and shall marry another com- 
mitteth adultery.” This is Luke’s exact language. Luke 
16: 18 disallows all right to put a companion away and 
marry another. This parenthetical clause thrown into Luke 
16:18 gives us Matt. 19:9. Now if Matt. 19: 9 allows the 
right to put away and marry another, then this parenthet- 
ical clause instead of modifying the principal clause entirely 
reverses it. It makes Matt. 19:9 clearly contradict Luke 
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16:18 and Mark 10:11. This is a violation of the law of 
syntax; yes, a violation of all law of right. In Matt. 5: 32 
we have this same parenthetical clause, “saving for the 
cause of fornication.” That this clause here modifies the 
putting away that goes before is a forced conclusion, for 
the marrying clause is not there. Hence it is apparent that 
the parenthetical clause in Matt. 19:9, “except it be for 
fornication,” modifies the putting away that goes before, 
and not the marrying again that follows. 


4. The clause of doubt. The clause, “and shall marry 
another,’ hangs in the scale of doubt, as it is not found in 
some ancient manuscripts and omitted in some versions. 
Wilson, in his Emphatic Diaglott of the New Testament, 
has not only an interlinear word-for-word English transla- 
tion under the Greek text, but he has a version ina right 
hand column. This version is based upon the labors of 
various talented critics and translators of the Scriptures. 
In this column this text reads thus: “But I say unto you, 
Whoever dismisses his wife, except on account of whore- 
dom, causes her to commit adultery; and he who marries 
.the divorced woman commits adultery,” the phrase, “and 
shall marry another,” being omitted. This text with that 
clause omitted, reads like Matt. 5:32. I have before me 
a letter from our esteemed librarian brother, Abraham H. 
Cassel, of Harleysville, Pa. The letter is in answer to one 
of inquiry, and bears date of Jan. 30, 1898. He says, “I 
find the phrase ‘and shall marry another,’ omitted in 
Noyes’ translation from the Greek text of Tischendorf. 
He omits it entirely. Tischendorf is considered a very 
good authority.” We pen the following clear statements 
from ‘History of Marriage,” by Dean Lucock, D. D., pp. 
68, 70, Congressional Library, Washington, D. C.: 


“The critical evidence may be briefly stated as follows: 
Of the Uncial MSS. B. The Vatican, which is commonly 
regarded as the oldest in existence, omits the clause, ‘and 
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shall marry another;’ and in place of ‘committeth adul- 
tery,’ reads, ‘causeth her to commit adultery.’ The Sinai- 
tic, which is next in point of antiquity, also omits the whole 
of the last clause, ‘and whoso marrieth her that is put away 
committeth adultery.’” D. Codex Bezae agrees with this 
both in what it inserts and what it leaves out. Likewise 
one of the old Latin versions, and one of the Egyptian ver- 
sions coincide with that which lends no sanction to the hus- 
band’s remarriage. Patristic authority is distinctly against 
the authorized version.” 

Dr. Lucock further says: “No one can deny that this 
text is extremely uncertain, and it is most unfair to stretch 
the qualifying parenthetical clause to something not 
thought of by the author, or to base a permission of such 
tremendous consequences upon such uncertainty.” 


We further quote from The Rt. Rev. A.C. A. Hall, 
D. D., Episcopal Bishop Vt. Diocese, “ Marriage and Di- 
vorce,” pp. 18, 19. Dr. Hall says this of Matt. 19:9: “We 
find that the text is extremely doubtful; that the words 
which allow that a man who has put away his wife may 
marry another are wanting in two of the five great manu- 
scripts; that one of the three has a confused text in the 
crucial passage; that the earliest writers of the Christian 
church, who quote the passage, quote it without the words 
which allow remarriage; that the revisers of the English 
version in our own generation felt constrained to give in 
the margin the alternative reading of the ancient authority 
which omits the clause, which alone in the whole of the 
New Testament recognizes the lawfulness of the man’s mar- 
rying another woman. Surely it is most perilous to rest so 
momentous a doctrine on such a claim; as this exception 
really is on so feeble and doubtful a foundation.” 

Wescott and Hort are authors of a Greek version of 
the New Testament that is in very common use by clergy- 
men and readers of Greek. They give a version of this 
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verse in a footnote, in which they also omit this doubtful 
clause. I have before me a copy of the Revised Version of 
the New Testament, Anglo-American edition. In Matt. 
19:9 is the following marginal reading: “Some ancient 

- authorities read, ‘saving for the cause of fornication, maketh 
her an adulteress,’ as in chapter 5: 32.” A version with 
notes by Abbott Brothers has the same observation in a 
footnote. Also a version by the Missionary Baptists, also 
the American Bible Union; each makes allusion to this 
doubtful clause. I appeal to the unprejudiced reader, can 
you adhere to a doctrine based upon one text only, and that 
held in such grave doubt? Such a course surely is not safe, 
The fact that this clause is doubtful ought to settle this whole gues- 
tion, and that forever. 


5. The German Version. This text in the German reads 
thus: “Whosoever separates himself from his wife (except 
on account of whoredom), and marrieth another, he breaks 
matrimony; and whoso marries the one dismissed, he also 
breaks matrimony.” Noah Webster is author of a com- 
pilation of the New Testament. He uses the parenthetical 
marks in this text as seen in the German. The German 
version greatly simplifies the text. The punctuation makes 
it plain that the parenthetical clause modifies the preceding 
clause, the putting away. The language, “whoso marries 
_ the one dismissed breaks matrimony,” implies that the one 
put away and divorced is yet in matrimony, hence is a mar- 
ried person. Therefore the marriage tie remains unbroken, 
according to the German version, despite of fornication, be- 
ing put away and divorcement. 


6. A paraphrased reading, In our study of this ques- 
tion we were led to look up some authors on the paraphrase 
of this text. This line of research proved interesting to us, 
with results as follows: “And accordingly I now define, 
that whosoever shall use that liberty so frequent among 
you, to put away his wife for any lesser cause than that of 
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fornication, and then think it free for him to marry again; 
that man by marrying another, whilst his wife is alive, (from 
the obligation to whom he is not, nor can be freed), is con- 
sequently guilty of adultery; and so likewise he that mar- 
rieth her that is divorced taketh another man’s wife, which 
is adultery also.” Matt.19:9. [‘Paraphrase of New Testa- 
ment,” by Henry Hammond, D. D., Congressional Library, 
Washington, D.C. ] 


Henry Hammond was born in 1695. He was Royalist, 
Chaplain Divine of Charles I. As an ecclesiastical scholar 
he was a man of distinguished influence. He wrote a num- 
ber of religious works which are of merit to-day. 


“Bishop Andrews, in his ‘Discourse against Second 
Marriage,’ gives as his impression of the teaching of the 
Fathers on this verse, that they expound the former writer 
(Matthew) by the latter (Mark and Luke), and not con- 
trary, especially when both may stand as here; they inter- 
pret it thus: ‘He that putteth away his wife (which but for 
adultery is not lawful and marrieth another committeth 
adultery himself.’” [‘ Marriage and Divorce,’ by Wm. C. 
Doane, D. D., LL. D., page 9, Bishop (Episcopal), Albany, 
ING Wa 


Dr. Andrew Norton is author of what is called, ‘The 
Unitarian Translation of the New Testament.” He givesa 
paraphrase of this text thus: “And I say unto you, Who- 
ever puts away his wife, except for fornication, and marries 
another, commits adultery; and he who marries her who has 
been separated from her husband commits adultery.” 


Prof. C. A. L. Totten, of The Race Publishing Com- 
pany, New Haven, Conn., has an interwoven harmony of 
the life of Christ- as given by the four Evangelists. His 
wording or paraphrase of Matt. 19:9 reads thus: “ But I say 
unto you that whosoever puttéth away his wife, save for 
fornication, and marrieth another, will commit adultery;— 
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also the one that marries the released woman committeth 
adultery.” 

Matt. §: 32 reads thus: “I, however, say unto you, that 
whosoever putteth away his wife, saving for the matter of 
fornication, maketh her commit adultery; and that whoso- 
ever being divorced, shall marry, committeth adultery.” 

These paraphrased readings are in perfect accord with 
the doctrine of this exegesis, showing: (1) That fornica- 
tion does not annul the marriage contract; (2) that although 
a husband or wife may be put away and divorced, yet their 
marriage relation remains; (3) these writings are in perfect 
accord with God’s marriage law, Christ’s New Testament 
law and St. Paul’s teaching. 


CHAPTER IV. 


A VALiD AND LEGITIMATE MARRIAGE UNION. 





I am jealous over you with a godly jealousy: for I have espoused 
you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin in Christ. 
—2 Cor. 11: 2. 


TuIs text as our motto of this chapter gently wafts and 
sends out the pure and holy atmosphere, into which we 
want to lead the reader while discussing this delicate phase 
of our subject. 

We have taken the position in these pages that mar- 
riage is for life, that nothing but death can sever the union 
in marriage. But this union to be such must be valid. A 
baptism that is not valid is virtually no baptism at all. An 
illegal deed is in virtue no deed at all. In like manner a 
marriage that is not valid, not legitimate, is virtually no 
marriage at all. Israel had taken them “ strange wives” in 
the days of Ezra and Nehemiah. Those unions were in- 
valid, illegitimate, hence God was not pleased with them. 
Ezra and Nehemiah in their work of reform severed those 
invalid marriage unions. After those separations those 
parties were entirely free from their former marriage alli- 
ances, as much so as if those separations had been caused 
by death. Michal, the wife of David, became the wife of 
Phalti (1 Sam. 25:44). This union was not valid. In 
2 Sam. 3: 13, 16 she was taken from Phalti and restored to 
David. The union between Michal and Phalti was invalid, 
illegitimate, hence not divine; and to separate them was the 
right thing to do. And when Michal was restored to David 
that rendered Phalti and Michal free from each other, as 
much so as if one of them had been called away by death, 

Questions relating to divorce and remarriage are in our 
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judgment not proper questions for the church to consider. 
These have long since been fully settled in the Divine Stat- 

~ ute by God, Christ, St. Paul and the Holy Ghost; and hence 
are on file with “the laws of the Medes and Persians” that 

~ change not. But the question of valid and legitimate mar- 
riage will always be a question for the church to consider. 
And, oh, how important it is, relating as it does to the 
purity of the church. 


We will further develop our subject by relating the fol- 
lowing circumstance that came under our observation: A 
man whom we call A, took a woman whom we call B, as he 
supposed, in legal marriage. After some time a stranger 
called upon A and said to him, ‘The woman B, with whom 
you are living, is my legal wife.” And he had the evidence 
to prove that his statement was correct. A at once left B, 
refusing to live with her, After some time A became ac- 
quainted with and married a young sister whom we call C. 
Previous to this marriage A applied to the court fora di- 
vorce from B. The Judge upon hearing the case at once 
replied: “You need no divorce. That woman B was not 
your wife. Had you died the next day after you and she 
were married, she would not have fallen heir to one dollar 
of your property. Your marriage was illegal, hence she 
was not your wife, and you need no divorce.” There are 
some things that are according to the civil law, but not ac- 
cording to the divine law; while doubtless there are cases 
that are according to the divine law, but not according to 
the civil law. And there are cases that are in harmony with 
both the divine and the civil law. It seems to us that the 
Judge’s rendering in the foregoing case was in harmony not 
only with the civil, but the divine law also. Previous to 
that time it could have been most fittingly said to B, in the 
words of Christ to that Samaritan woman at Jacob’s well, 
“He whom thou now hast is not thy husband,” and vice 
versa. 
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In the further development of our subject we remark 
again that our union in marriage is a type of our union with 
Christ in the church. To effect a union with Christ in the 
church that is valid, it must be from choice, the product of 
a willing mind; for St. Paul says, “If there be a willing 
mind it is accepted of the Lord.” In like manner a valid 
union in marriage must wot be one of coercion, but one of 
mutual consent and agreement. Furthermore, our former 
sins if repented of will not hinder usin our union with Christ 
in the church; neither will a pre-nuptial sin or misdemeanor, 
if repented of, prevent a valid marriage union. The sin of 
fornication, if repented of, will not prevent our union with 
Christ; neither will pre-nuptial fornication prevent a valid 
union in marriage, if the sin has been renounced and re- 
pented of, Jesus’ words are, “ Neither do I condemn thee: 
go and sin no more.” Our union with Christ contemplates 
not what we have done in the past, but what we do now and 
henceforth. In like manner all marriage contracts and 
ceremonies relate and refer to the present and future, and 
not to the past. The law which we have so frequently 
quoted says: ‘ What God hath joined together, let not man 
put asunder.’ This union must be of God’s joining, to be 
of the kind held up in our motto. These cases are so 
varied and often so complex that no definite rule can be 
given to govern them. It will require much grace and 
great wisdom to decide and so control them as to retain the 
purity of the church, the honor of the cause of Christ, and 
the glory of his name. We humbly pray the good Spirit so 
to enlighten our minds and control our wills that we may, 
to our joy, in that coming judgment day be found “a glori- 
ous church, not having spot or wrinkle or any such thing; 
but holy and without blemish.” 


CHAPTER V 


MISCELLANY. 





History.—Tertullian says: ‘Christians who after mar- 
riage are separated from each other are not permitted to 
contract another marriage.” 

St. Augustine says: ‘“Fornication is the cause for 
which a man may put away his wife; but during her lifetime 
he is not permitted to marry another. Women are not 
allowed to marry men separated from their wives. Such 
unions would not be marriage, but adultery.”—New Mission 
Book Catholic Church, page 314. 

“Mr. Gladstone, it is well known, persistently opposed 
the alteration of the English law in 1857, which set up the 
divorce court, with disastrous results to the community. 
Testimony is borne to Mr. Gladstone’s unaltered convic- 
tions on the subject in an interesting communication to Zhe 
Guardian, July 31, 1895) by the Dean of Lichfield. Mr. Glad- 
stone wrote to Dr. Lucock after the Dean’s publication of 
his “History of Marriage,” begging him not to yield an inch 
on the ground, saying that ‘fifty years ago he had read 
everything that he could find on the subject, and nothing 
had shaken the conclusion at which he then arrived, on 
. the absolute perpetuity of the marriage tie, save when 
broken by death.’”—Church Discipline, pages 22, 23, by the Rt. 
Rev. A. C. A. Hall, D. D. 

“As a union of Christ with the church can not be 
broken, so the bond between husband and wife is indissolu- 
ble. There is no power on earth that can authorize the 
breaking of a legal and true marriage bond, after the mar- 
riage has been consummated. For the first five centuries the 
indissoluble nature of marriage is testified to by Hermas, 
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St. Justin, Athenagoris, Alexandria, Origen, St. Basil, Cy- 
prian and a host of others.” —Belief of Catholic, page 129. 
“Tn the fatal drift on the way toward a general undoing 
of the marriage tie, we have reached a point at which men 
and women are looking about with amazement, and with a 
wish to know what can be done to avert a dire and wide 
calamity. Divorces multiply; facilities for separation are 
liberally afforded. The circumstances under which the 
marriage bond is dissolved render the process more and 
more offensive; in many instances shame would seem to 
have fled and conscience and the sense of duty to have be- 
come extinct. Men and women outrage the divine law and 
render themselves liable to prosecution and punishment 
under our human statutes; they easily obtain the dissolution 
of the ties by which they were bound by mutual promise 
and vow; they proceed with as little delay as possible to 
enter new relations contrary to God’s Word, and are stig- 
matized as adulterers by our Lord Jesus Christ; and yet 
these offenders are permitted to retain their places in the 
circles in which they move; their actions, though criminal 
in the eyes of the law and the judgments of the courts, are 
condoned in society; and they are accepted as in good 
standing and beyond reproach. Families are broken up; 
homes ruined, under most frivolous pretenses, or at the dic- 
tates of lawless passion; yet it is assumed that these things 
should be left to the individual as his or her personal con- 
cern, and not the concern of the social circle in which they 
move; and feeble, if any, opposition is given these offenders 
whose acts merit the reproof of just and honorable men. 
These sins against human and divine law are not committed 
by the low, the degraded, and the ignorant; they are most 
conspicuously manifest in the case of what are known as the 
higher classes; persons arrogating to themselves the char- 
acter of social leaders have been among the most reckless 
in contempt for obligation and duty, and most flagrant 
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among the offenders against God and Christian institutions, 
We are reaching a point at which alarm is daily growing 
greater, and disgust and indignation are more widely felt; 
a point at which the opinion is daily gaining ground that 
legislation is advisable which shall prohibit the remarriage 
of divorced persons under any circumstances whatever.’— 
Address of Rt. Rev. H. C. Potter, D. D., LL. D., Episcopal Con- 
vention, NV. Y., 1899. 

Dear Reader.— These lines have been penned with 
prayer and much concern. The investigation of the sub- 
ject has been one of interest to us. There were at times 
seeming difficulties before us, but as we approached them 
with “the search-light of truth” they vanished like vapor 
before the rising sun, leaving our sky all clear. Like St. 
Paul “we felt to thank God and take courage” at finding 
“the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished 
unto all good work.” Like Elijah’s servant when doubt 
overtook him and fear seized him, his eyes being opened, . 
he rejoiced at beholding the mountains full of horses and 
chariots of fire: thus assuring them of the safety of their 
Lord’s cause. 

We send out these pages as gleanings from the rich 
fields of divine truth; as a message of appeal to fathers and 
mothers for the safety of their children growing up in “this 
wicked and adulterous generation,” to guardians and teach- 
ers to rescue the young from the cesspools and brothels of 
society. And, last, but not least, we send these lines out to 
all the ministers and members of our Fraternity, and to all 
and any under whose notice these pages may fall, as an 
appeal for the purity of society and the church, Christ’s 
dwelling place on earth. 










































TESTIMONIALS 


Merits of this Exegesis 





Your Exegesis is all right. It will certainly do good —Eld. J. R. 
Wellington, Reed, Ind. w 

2 ** * 

I am glad for the privilege of reading your Exegesis. The truth 
as been ably set forth—J. H. Shrock, Middlebury, Ind. 


+e * 


I am pleased with your Exegesis. I regard it the best and most 
lo ical reasoning I ever read.—Eld. Jacob Witmore, McPherson, Kans. 


*_* * 


ey am much pleased with your rendering on the divorce question. I 
m so glad that it has come out in pamphlet form.—H. A. Stahl, 
lade, Pa. = 
> -=* * 
I am pleased with the style and arguments of your Exegesis. 
ur analysis of Matt. 19:9 is pertinent.—Eld. George Zollers, South 
id, Ind. 
ck * 
yee accept my hearty thanks for the excellent and timely 
ritual loaf,—“Exegesis on Divorce and Remarriage.”—HEld. L. H. 
, Mound City, Mo. 

ee * 

have examined your Exegesis. To my mind the conclusion ar- 
at is the only one that accords with the New Testament.—Grant 
n, Elgin, Ill. 
x * € 

im in sympathy with your views on divorce. I am well pleased 
your collection of gospel truth and history.—Eld. Levi Trostle, 
Sasee Grove, Ill. 


se 


I | see nothing in your Exegesis to be criticised. May God speed it 
igh the Brotherhood, and may our present decision be changed.— 
. W. Horning, Frederick, S. Dak. 


e.e* 


yur Exegesis is very able. Philosophically considered the rup- 

of the marriage bond to the extent of nullification by adultery is 

surdity. I have for years examined the subject, and have been 

zed at some of our brethren, who claim to be learned, who treat 

words “fornication” and “adultery” as if they were utterly ignorant 
ymology.—C. H. Balsbaugh, Union Deposit, Pa. 


I recommend the reading of your Exegesis to all the dear mem 
pers of the church, especially the ministers. Too much indifferenc * 
on the question—D. B. Senger, Franklin Grove, III. 


ral ** * 


Your Exegesis I heartily endorse. It is in harmony with the or'g- 
inal design of the institution. I regret that our church has so far lost 


her scriptural bearings on this question.—Eld. D. B. Eby, Sunnyside, ~ 


Wash. 
ee e 
Your pamphlet just read. I was so impressed that I could not re- 
frain from writing to you as an encouragement. I am only too glad for 
your boldness in the defense of truth on this great question—Eld. & 
W. Hopwood, Deep River, Iowa. 
“ik * 


Your manuscript on Divorce and Remarriage is received. My con- 
clusions are that your arguments are beyond successful contradiction. 


I can conscientiously defend them as being in line with the Gospel.— 


Eld. Daniel Dierdorff, Franklin Grove, Ill. 
. se * 
I have read your Exegesis, and I do not hesitate to pronounce i’ 


the best I ever read. Your views are set forth in a clear and logica! — 


way, and must be admitted to be on “the safe side.” It ought to have 
the widest circulation —Eld. John Zuck, Clarence, Iowa. 


** * 
Dear Brother I. J.—I shall ever feel grateful to you for the light 


you have thrown on the divorce question. Previously, I have been a— 


strong advocate of remarriage. I much regret my course. Your effort 
to hold up the right on this serious question is a noble one. I pray — 
that it may change this dangerous growing sentiment.—Eld. Albert 
Hollinger, Washington, D. C. 


-_—*k* 
After a careful reading of Brother Rosenberger’s Exegesis, I am 


convinced that he gives the right view on this important subject. In 


these days of loose discipline, when even Christians are taking posi- 
tions so much opposed to Holy Writ, it is a pleasure to know that we — 
have men who have the courage to defend the truth, and also” the > 
ability to present it in a clear-cut, convincing manner.—L. A. cee 
Elgin, Il. 


* * * 


To ithe Dear Brotherhood:—Our dear brother, the author of this 
fxegesis, this burning firebrand of God’s eternal truth, has assumed no 
little task in hurling this living scroll of fire into the very face of cor- 
rupt decisions of churches and courts. Like a faithful soldier, in a 
measure, he has taken his life, his reputation into his own hands, and 
risen up in defense of the truth so precious to him. His effort should 
be received as an honor, as one of the moral safety valves to society, 
and hence the church —HId. L. Hillery, Goshen. Ind. < 





